brings to the fore the issue of "historical authenticity" and argues that the "deconstruction and demise" of that authenticity in historical films such as Lee Jun-ik's The King and the Clown (2005) and Once Upon a Time in the Battlefield (2003) suggest that "there is no need [in these films] for representation, historical analysis, or an investigation into the current systematic failures that legitimatize the increasing gap between the rich and the poor" (210). My interpretation of this issue is almost diametrically opposed to Kim's; we agree on the outward display of symptoms, but our diagnoses of the root cause are entirely different. The problem with Lee Jun-ik's historical dramas is not their indifference to "representation" or "historical analysis"; it is rather their analytic excess and relentless "presentism"-that is, their desire (destined to be permanently unrequited) to collapse the distance between the past and the present, and thereby to effect an erasure of the disparate and irreducible moments that constitute the totality of Korean history. In Lee's Blades of Blood (2010) and Sunny (2011), two films not Kim 83 Cross-Currents: East Asian History and Culture Review E-Journal No. 3 (June 2012) • (http://cross-currents.berkeley.edu/e-journal/issue-3) discussed by Kim, this desire for allegorical presentation is even more pronounced and overwhelms any concern for the being-as-such integrity of the past, to the extent that Lee reshuffles the cause-effect relationship of such well-known events as Hideyoshi's invasion of Korea (1592) and Yi Mong-hak's rebellion (1596). It is not so much the "postmodern" or "inauthentic" reconstruction of the past as this capitulation to the disciplining impulse of the presentist epistemic regime, enforcing an interpretation of history that has a bearing only on the (political) "realities" of contemporary Korea, that I see as the primary culprit behind Korean cinema's "asphyxiating" of history in the sagŭk genre (201). After all, as Shin Gi-Wook (2006) and others have demonstrated, subscribing to ethnocentric nationalism and being plugged into the global, neoliberal market are not mutually incompatible; nay, they can even be nicely complementary.
Unlike Virtual Hallyu, Theodore Hughes's Literature and Film in Cold War South Korea (hereafter referred to by its evocative subtitle, Freedom's Frontier) is chronologically structured in the more familiar form of history writing. However, its content is anything but "standard."
Anchoring the book in his central insight that "the verbal and the visual" have always maintained a mutually reflective and interpenetrating relationship in Korean cultural expressions of the modern period, Hughes weaves a dazzling tapestry from his analyses of the works of many important but understudied (alarmingly so in the English language) writers as well as of notable (but not necessarily the most "artistic") works of late-colonial and postwar Korean cinema and fine art. The author's wonderfully textured yet grandly panoramic portrayal of these works is aptly reminiscent of the painting that adorns the book's jacket, Shin Hak-chul's "Modern Korean However, the nativist aesthetic and the interplay between the visual and the verbal were also Kim's work) , to create the self-replicating yet perpetually moving-that is, "mobilized"-subject, who is made to suffer from ceaseless dislocation, never actually achieving (or being allowed to achieve) oneness with the Japanese nation. According to Hughes, nativist and modernist perspectives in these films directing their protagonists toward the imperatives of "imperialization" (kōminka) are at once subnational, invoking the local via nativist aesthetics, and supranational, gazing toward the future of the pan-Asian unity, recast as a step toward the "overcoming of (Western) modernity."
In the chapters on the postcolonial period, Hughes discusses the reappearance of nativist concerns with visuality, the body, and the originary or primordial "home" in the works of such South Korean writers as Hwang Sun-wŏn, Kim Tong-ni, and Yi T'ae-jun. These concerns are manifest in the complex interaction between the imagery of North Korea, rendered "invisible" on select occasions, and anticommunist statism constructed within the Cold War ideological framework. Ultimately, the supposedly postcolonial configuration of the ethnocentric Korean national narrative generated its own dissenting works, including Son Ch'ang-sŏp's The Scribblers (1959) and the filmic adaptation of Chŏng Pi-sŏk's Madame Freedom (1956), wherein the visual (the image) overwhelms or decenters the verbal (the discursive) and ends up disrupting the ethnocentric narrative.
Hughes presents perhaps his boldest arguments next, expanding the scope of his investigation to a transnational level in his engagement with Cold War developmentalism, culminating in detailed critiques of Nam Chŏng-hyŏn's Land of Excrement (1965) . Hughes argues that Nam's celebrated anti-imperialist nationalism is in significant ways a rearticulation of the imperial Japanese discourse of "overcoming modernity" and gestures of "self-summoning" found in the late colonial mobilization programs. For this reason, Nam's "rejection of the 'modern' draws upon but cannot name the critique of the West and United States that informed late colonial statist imperalization" (153). The disturbing correspondence between "masculinisms and essentialisms" informing Korean ethnocentric nationalism and those found in Japanese imperialism and U.S. neocolonialism is to "remain unseen and unspoken" (163).
Hughes posits Ch'oe In-hun as a counterpoint to Nam Chŏng-hyŏn. The former is seen as having attempted to overcome colonial/anticolonial, East/West, nation/empire, and other binaries Hughes does all this without introducing lumpy essentialisms about Korean culture (for example, the ever-quotable han, cultural expressions of ressentiment supposedly unique to the Korean race), while always carefully balancing archival research and theoretical analyses.
Moreover, although Walter Benjamin, Ferdinand de Saussure, Slavoj Žižek, and other luminaries make dutiful appearances in the study, it also contains extensive dialogues with Korean critics and scholars, such as Kim Chul, Sin Hyŏng-gi, and Kwǒn Podǔrae. The efficiency and care with which Hughes engages this recent Korean-language scholarship could serve as a model for graduate students and junior scholars working on Korea in any field of the humanities.
It should also be added that Hughes amply demonstrates a mastery of the nuances and shifting contexts of the Korean-language terms and discursive formations that he tackles (for example, differences among wŏllnamin, sirhyangmin and t'albukcha, all of which can be translated into "North Korean refugees" in English), without making a big theoretical fuss out of such differentiations. Conceding that these studies touch upon so many levels of significant issues, I still wish the authors engaged more deeply with the Japan-Korea axis compared to the U.S.-Korea axis.
For instance, what does Hughes think of the so-called "national literature" (kokumin bungaku, or kungmin munhak), in terms of transition from the late-colonial period to the postwar period? At one point, he tantalizingly hints at the relationship between the Japanese theory of "national body" (kokutairon) and the anti-American variety of Korean nationalism. Are these connections genetic (as in the five digital bones that mammals such as whales, bats, and humans all share in their frontal limbs) or isomorphic (as in the wings of a bee and those of a hummingbird)?
Likewise, Kim could have addressed in greater detail the critical impact that Japan, in either its (neo-)colonial or global-capitalist incarnations, had in shaping today's Korean cinema, from its "invisible" presence in the popular culture (as important as the "invisible" North Korea) to its contribution to kindling the fire of the hallyu phenomenon. Could Im Kwŏn-taek, for one, move on to the critical success of Sopyonje (1993) if he had not invested so much energy in "authenticating" Japanese language and culture in the colonial setting in the box-office smash Were Me [2003] , produced by the Korean Human Rights Commission), did not suffer that absurd and tragic fate because, as Kim claims, "she did not speak a word of Korean" (195) . It was because Chandra was able to pass as a Korean, and most Koreans who encountered herpolicemen, medical professionals, and ordinary citizens-took her Nepalese language as incoherent gibberish, albeit spoken in Korean. Park's film thus slyly subverts the stability of Korean ethnic identity while on the surface propounding a message of tolerance toward the ethnic "other," befitting the proper behavioral codes of the newly globalizing Korea, in much the same way insertion of homoerotic desire in Joint Security Area (2000) problematizes the ethnocentric narrative of North and South Korean soldiers achieving a symbolic reunification. In Park's films, these "details" cannot be relegated to a secondary status as opposed to the allegedly "prioritized" objectives, such as the critique of Korean society through ruminations on acts of revenge. Contemplating the meaning of "diversity" can lead to reflections on how the disciplining impulse of the Korean ethnonational narrative produced and consumed by Koreans can be just as oppressive as the Hollywood-enforced global drive toward the hierarchization and commodification of works of art.
However, Kim's study serves as a counterbalance against the unconscious parochialism of a historian like myself, who perhaps remains too fixated on the trees and misses the forestthe global ecology, if you will-of cinematic appreciation and evaluation that in itself creates a hierarchy and hegemonic power relations. Kim's efforts to defend the "virtues" (not necessarily in terms of morality, perhaps, but in the original Machiavellian sense of virtù, as in virtuoso) of a series of superior works of Korean cinema give us a timely occasion to reflect on how Korean "trees" fit in with the "forest." Ultimately, it appears that a thoroughgoing critique of the discourse of "artistic cinema"-which films are celebrated and championed as works of art despite their strongly localized identities and why-is as much needed for the advancement of our understanding of Korean cinema as a critique of global neoliberalism.
Finally, although these two studies are mostly concerned with the post-1945 period, reading them has confirmed my suspicion that the colonial period is unavoidably the origin point for the current shape of Korean literature and cinema, including its contested boundaries.
Without a much more detailed mapping of that terrain, we are unlikely to contribute to the generation and nurturing of the truly "postcolonial" and "post-Cold War" episteme. However, I
